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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . On 27 June 2002, Examiner mailed a Final Rejection of the pending claims. Claim 56 
was inadvertently omitted from this rejection. 

2. In view of the discovery of this error made while reviewing Applicant's Appeal Brief 
filed 19 June 2003, PROSECUTION IS HEREBY REOPENED. A Final Rejection is set forth 
below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the following 
two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply under 37 
CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) request reinstatement of the appeal. 

If reinstatement of the appeal is requested, such request must be accompanied by a 
supplemental appeal brief, but no new amendments, affidavits (37 CFR 1, 130, 1. 13 1 or 1. 132) or 
other evidence are permitted. See 37 CFR 1.193(b)(2). 

3. Should Applicant choose to appeal, Applicant should correct the numerous errors in the 
Appeal Brief. These errors are too numerous to list in detail, but a few examples will serve to 
illustrate the extent of the problem. 

a Group I contains claims 33 and 38-40. These claims were not rejected under the 
same grounds of rejection and may not, therefore, be grouped together, 
b. In Group in^ Applicant states that the claims stand and fall together, yet presents 
arguments in support of separate patentability of the claims. 
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c. Claims 56-58 are not discussed at all 

4. Examiner stresses that this is only a partial list of defects. Applicant is urged to carefully 
scrutinize the grouping of the claims prior to submitting another appeal brief Should Applicant 
submit another appeal brief with a defective grouping of the claims, 37 CFR 1 . 1 92(d) states that 
the appeal will stand dismissed. Note that the rule gives the Examiner no choice in this matter. 

5. The rule for grouping claims is commonly misunderstood, but is not really difficult. For 
each grounds of rejection, Applicant may either select one claim to argue (in which case the 
claims stand or fall together), or the Applicant must argue each claim separately and show why 
each claim is separately patentable. Any other grouping of the claims will be defective. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claim 59 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as containing subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 59 states that the predetermined credit transferred from the players account is not a 
function of the balance in the player's account. This is not enabled by Applicant's disclosure. 
Let us assume that the predetermined amount is set at $50, but the player's account only has a 
balance of $10. AppUcant's disclosure does not suggest that $50 will be transferred when the 
player's balance is below that amount, thus making the amount transferred a function of the 
balance. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of apphcation for patent in the United States. 

9. Claims 33, 36, 40 & 43-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
LeStrange et al. (US Patent No. 5,470,079). 

Claim 33: LeStrange discloses a method of operating gaming devices (10) 
interconnected by a network (1 8) to a host computer (20). There is a player account 
accessible by the host computer (Col 1, 55). Figures 4a and 4b show that access to the 
account is provided responsive to a player initiated command. Col 6, 57 through Col 7, 
25 discloses maintaining data integrity and an audit trail by recording the state of the 
game meters at every stage of the process. This means that upon activation of the game, 
a first game meter reading would be taken and stored. The credits would be transferred 
to the gaming machine and the amount would be added to the game meters. This event 
would cause a second meter reading to be taken and stored. (Col 7, 2-4) 
Claim 36: Col 7, 2-4 states, "Whenever the system updates meter values, the event 
which causes the change is also recorded." This would include any transfer of credits to 
the gaming device. (See Also Col 3, 55 through Col 4, 4) 

Claim 40: Col 10, 38 discloses that the command comprises insertion of the player 

tracking card associated with the gaming device. 

Claim 43: Fig 6, 404 discloses computing the change in meter data. 
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Claim 44: In any accounting system, the calculated difference between the initial meter 
reading and the post-transfer reading is equal to the amount transferred, this amount 
would be deducted from the player's account balance. If a player has a total account 
balance of $100 and transfers $10, this leaves an account balance of $90. This fact would 
inherently be recorded by any accounting system. 

Claim 45: Col 5, 22-25 discloses archiving accounting data and customer data in a 
database. Data reflecting changes in the credit meters is stored in another database. (Col 



Claim 46: Col 10, 38 discloses that the transfer of credit between the account and the 
gaming device is responsive to a player-initiated command i.e., insertion of the player 
tracking card associated with the gaming device. 

Claim 47: LeStrange discloses transferring a predetermined amount in order to comply 
with state laws that specify a maximum amount that can be used in gambling. (Col 8, 9- 



Claim 48: The amount transferred would inherently be a function of the player's account 
balance. A player could not transfer more than the balance of the account to the gaming 



Claim 49: LeStrange also discloses classifying players and providing incentives to 
gamble at a particular. These include providing pre-paid debit cards. This predetermined 
amount is transferred to the gaming machine. (Col 8, 8-10) 



7, 2-4) 



13) 



machine. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentabihty shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 1-10 & 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jorasch 
et al. (US Patent No, 5,967,896) in view of Kishishita (US Patent Number 4,880,237) 

Claim 1: Jorasch discloses gaming devices (104, 106, 108) interconnected by a network 
to a host computer (102). A player account (Col 1,18) accessible by the host computer is 
created. Access to the account is provided responsive to a first command issued by the 
player. (Col 1,19) Credits are transferred from the account to the gaming device. (Col 
1,18) Gaming device play is permitted. (Col 1, 19-21) When a player issues a second 
command at the gaming device, the balance is calculated and the player is cashed out. 
(Figs 12 & 13) Jorasch does not, however, teach use of an anonymous account. 
Kishishita teaches an anonymous account in which the player pays in cash and receives a 
bar code identifying the account. (Col 3, 54-64) The player does not provide any type of 
identification to set up the account. This allows a player to play while protecting the 
player's privacy - an increasingly important issue to many people. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used an 
anonymous account in which the player pays in cash and receives a bar code identifying 
the account without presenting identification in order to protect the player's privacy. 
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Claim 2: Jorasch describes creating a player account accessible by the host computer by: 
Issuing a tracking card. (Col 1,18) Storing player record on host computer. (Col 3, 58- 
64) Receiving an initial cash deposit from the player and crediting it to the account. (Col 
3, 24-28) Kishishita also teaches issuing a player tracking card for an anonymous 
account. (Col 3, 65 - Col 4, 5) 

Claim 3: Jorasch teaches that the gaming devices (104, 106, 108) are in a casino and 
creating a player account accessible by the host computer is performed at a terminal (104, 
106, 108) connected to the network (Fig 2). Kishishita also teaches gaming devices (M) 
in a casino. Creating a player account is performed at an automated card dispenser (10). 
Claim 4: Jorasch, Col 1,19 discloses inserting a card into a card reader associated with a 
gaming device. 

Claims 5 & 6: Jorasch, Col 10, 6-8 discloses actuation of a cash-out actuator associated 
with the gaming machine. 

Claim 7: Jorasch teaches local memory (304) is associated with the gaming device. It 
receives player account information (308) that is transmitted over a network (Fig 2) from 
the central computer. 

Claim 8: Jorasch, Fig 3 discloses transferring data from the local memory to the credit 
meter (340). (Col 4, 33-40) 

Claim 9: Jorasch and Kishishita teach the invention substantially as claimed. They do 
not, however, teach the details of accounting for the balance transferred. Kishishita 
teaches a single balance maintained on a central computer (10). The central computer 
(10) keeps track of the total amount put into a game and paid out by the game. (Col 4, 
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55-62) Both Jorasch and Kishishita teach the importance of accurate accounting, but they 
do not teach finding the difference between the initial credit meter reading and the credit 
meter reading after the transfer has occurred and comparing the calculated difference 
with the amount transferred. This is merely checking the accuracy of the final credit 
meter reading - an obvious precaution to forestall cheating or to indicate problems with 
the gaming system. For example, if the initial credit meter reading is $0, and $10 is 
transferred, a final credit meter reading of anything other than $10 would indicate a 
problem. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have found the difference between the initial credit meter reading and the 
credit meter reading after the transfer has occurred and compare the calculated difference 
with the amount transferred in order forestall cheating and to detect any problems with 
the gaming system. 

Claim 10: Jorasch and Kishishita teach the invention substantially as claimed. They 
both teach the importance of carefiiUy accounting for the money involved in the system. 
They do not, however, go into detail of the accounting procedures. Unless there is a 
problem, the calculated difference between the initial meter reading and the post-transfer 
reading is equal to the amount transferred. This amount would be deducted from the 
player's account balance. If a player has a total account balance of $100 and transfers 
$10, this leaves an account balance of $90. This fact would be recorded by any 
accounting system. This is a standard accounting practice. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have deducted the 
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calculated difference (i.e., the amount transferred) from the account balance in order 
comply with standard accounting practices. 

Claim 12: Transfer of credit from the account to the gaming meter occurs responsive to 
a first command issued by the player. (Col 1,19) 
12. Claims 1 1 & 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jorasch et al. and Kishishita as discussed in connection with claims 10 & 12 above (as 
appropriate) in view of LeStrange et al (US Patent No. 5,470,079). 

Claims 11: Jorasch discloses the invention substantially as described. Jorasch does not, 
however, teach maintaining records of transfers and calculated differences in a separate 
location from the player account, i.e., maintaining a separate audit trail. LeStrange, an 
invention relating to accounting for casino accounts, stresses the importance of 
maintaining separate audit trails in order to comply with regulatory requirements. (Col 2, 
39-61) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have maintained the records of transfers and calculated differences in a 
location separate from the player account in order to maintain a separate audit trail in 
compliance with the requirements of regulatory agencies. 

Claim 13: Jorasch discloses the invention substantially as described. Jorasch does not, 
however, disclose transferring a predetermined amount. LeStrange discloses transferring 
a predetermined amount in order to comply with state laws that specify a maximum 
amount that can be used in gambling. (Col 8, 9-13) It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have transferred a specific 
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amount in order to comply with state laws specify a maximum amount that can be used in 
gambling. 

Claims 14: Jorasch discloses a transfer that is a function of the balance of the player 
account (Col 5, 41-44) 

Claims 15: Jorasch discloses classifying players based on their balance. (Col 6, 9-12) 
Jorasch also discloses providing incentives to maintain casino account balances -which 
promotes casino loyalty. (Col 8, 45-54) Jorasch also discloses "player-reward points" 
given by the casino to certain classifications of players to entice the gamblers to use a 
particular casino. (Col 3, 59) LeStrange also discloses classifying players and providing 
incentives to gamble at a particular casino. These include providing pre-paid debit cards. 
This predetermined amount is transferred to the gaming machine. (Col 8, 8-10) It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
based the amount transferred (from, for instance, a promotional debit card) on the 
classification of the player in order to provide incentives to gamble at a particular casino. 
13. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jorasch et al., 
Kishishita and LeStrange as appHed to claim 13 in view of Walker et al. (US Patent No 
6227972). 

Claim 16: Jorasch, Kishishita, and LeStrange teach the invention substantially as 
claimed. They do not, however, teach measuring the time between player account 
transactions and locking the account when the measured time exceeds at least one 
established criterion. Walker, an analogous invention, teaches use of expiring account 
balances in order to encourage players to revisit the casino within a particular timeframe. 
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(See Abstract) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
measured the time between player account transactions and locking the account when the 
measured time exceeds at least one established criterion in order to provide an incentive 
for the player to return to the casino within a particular timeframe. 

14. Claims 17-30, 32, 55-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Jorasch et al. in view of LeStrange et al (US Patent No. 5,470,079). 

Claims 17, 57 & 58: Jorasch discloses gaming devices (104, 106, 108) interconnected 
by a network to a host computer (102). A player account (Col 1,18) accessible by the 
host computer is created. Access to the account is provided responsive to a first 
command issued by the player. (Col 1,19) Credits are transferred from the account to 
the gaming device. (Col 1,18) 

Jorasch does not, however, disclose transferring a predetermined amount. 
LeStrange discloses transferring a predetermined amount in order to comply with state 
laws that specify a maximum amount that can be used in gambling. (Col 8, 9-13) It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have transferred a specific amount in order to comply with state laws specify a maximum 
amount that can be used in gambling. 

While neither Jorasch nor LeStrange go into details about the program needed to 
implement their disclosure, any such program would have to check flags associated with 
the account for minimum and maximum transfers. If for instance, it took $5 to operate 
slot machines in the casino, the program would have to make sure that the minimum 
transferred would be $5. And, as LeStrange tells us, many states impose a maximum. 
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Any program would have to check that maximum in order to ensure compliance with 
state laws. The minimum and maximum would be imposed when the account is opened. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have checked flags associated with the account for minimum and maximum transfer 
limits in order to implement the disclosure of Jorasch and LeStrange into a workable 
system that complies with state laws. 

Claim 18: Jorasch teaches local memory (304) is associated with the gaming device. It 
receives player account information (308) that is transmitted over a network (Fig 2) from 
the central computer. 

Claim 19: Jorasch teaches transferring all of the credit from the gaming device to the 
account responsive to a transfer command initiated by the player at said one gaming 
device. (Col 10, 6-13) Gaming device play is permitted. (Col 1, 19-21) 
Claim 20: Jorasch describes creating a player account accessible by the host computer 
by: Issuing a tracking card. (Col 1,18) Storing player record on host computer. (Col 3, 
58-64) Receiving an initial cash deposit from the player and crediting it to the account. 
(Col 3, 24-28) Kishishita also teaches issuing a player tracking card for an anonymous 
account. (Col 3, 65 - Col 4, 5) 

Claim 21: Jorasch teaches that the gaming devices (104, 106, 108) are in a casino and 
creating a player account accessible by the host computer is performed at a terminal (104, 
106, 108) connected to the network (Fig 2). Kishishita also teaches gaming devices (M) 
in a casino. Creating a player account is performed at an automated card dispenser (10). 
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Claim 22: Jorasch discloses inserting a card into a card reader associated with a gaming 
device as a first command (Col 1,19) 

Claims 23: Jorasch, Col 10, 6-8 discloses actuation of a cash-out actuator associated 
with the gaming machine. 

Claim 24: Jorasch discloses local memory (304) associated with the gaming device. 
This local memory receives player account information (308) that is transmitted over a 
network (Fig 2) from the central computer 

Claim 25: Jorasch, Fig 3, discloses transferring data from the local memory to the credit 
meter (340), (Col 4, 33-40) 

Claim 26: Jorasch & LeStrange teach the invention substantially as claimed. They do 
not, however, teach the details of accounting for the balance transferred. Specifically, 
they do not teach finding the difference between the initial credit meter reading and the 
credit meter reading after the transfer has occurred and comparing the calculated 
difference with the amount transferred. This is merely checking the accuracy of the final 
credit meter reading - an obvious precaution to forestall cheating or to indicate problems 
with the gaming system. For example, if the initial credit meter reading is $0, and $10 is 
transferred, a final credit meter reading of anything other than $10 would indicate a 
problem. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have found the difference between the initial credit meter reading and the 
credit meter reading after the transfer has occurred and compare the calculated difference 
with the amount transferred in order to forestall cheating and to detect any problems with 
the gaming system. 
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Claim 27: If the calculated difference between the initial meter reading and the post- 
transfer reading is equal to the amount transferred, this amount would be deducted from 
the player's account balance. If a player has a total account balance of $100 and transfers 
$10, this leaves an account balance of $90. This is a standard accounting practice. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have deducted the 
calculated difference from the account balance in order comply with standard accounting 
practices. 

Claim 28: Jorasch discloses the invention substantially as described. Jorasch does not, 
however, teach maintaining records of transfers and calculated differences in a separate 
location from the player account, i.e., maintaining a separate audit trail. LeStrange, an 
invention relating to accounting for casino accounts, stresses the importance of 
maintaining separate audit trails in order to comply with regulatory requirements. (Col 2, 
39-61) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have maintained the records of transfers and calculated differences in a 
location separate from the player account in order to maintain a separate audit trail in 
compliance with the requirements of regulatory agencies. 

Claim 29: Jorasch discloses a transfer that is a function of the balance of the player 
account. (Col 5, 41-44) 

Claim 30: Jorasch discloses classifying players based on their balance. (Col 6, 9-12) 
Jorasch also discloses providing incentives to maintain casino account balances -which 
promotes casino loyalty. (Col 8, 45-54) Jorasch also discloses "player-reward points" 
given by the casino to certain classifications of players to entice the gamblers to use a 
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particular casino. (Col 3, 59) LeStrange also discloses classifying players and providing 
incentives to gamble at a particular casino. These include providing pre-paid debit cards. 
This predetermined amount is transferred to the gaming machine. (Col 8, 8-10) It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
based the amount transferred (from, for instance, a promotional debit card) on the 
classification of the player in order to provide incentives to gamble at a particular casino. 
Claim 32: Jorasch discloses a keypad (342) for entering the amount transferred. A 
keypad contains a plurality of actuators. Since gaming devices have a minimum bet, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to associate each actuator on 
the keypad to correspond to a multiple of the minimum bet in order to avoid player 
confusion. 

Claims 55 & 56: If a computer makes a calculation, the computer must follow an 
algorithm which must be in local memory. 

Claim 59: In the case where the state sets a maximum amount that can be used for 
gambling, the predetermined credit amount is not a function of the account balance. 
Claim 60: While Jorasch and LeStrange do not go into details, they both stress the 
importance of accounting for the money involved in the transactions. If a player has an 
account balance, allowing the player to exceed that balance would put the casino at risk 
of not being able to collect if the player loses. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have prevented transfers in excess 
of the player's account balance to reduce the risk that the casino cannot collect if the 
player loses. 
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Claim 61: LeStrange makes it clear that the predetermined credit is not chosen by the 
player. It is either an amount set by the state or the amount on a pre-paid debit card or 
promotional coupon. (Col 8, 8-13) 

15. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jorasch et al. and 
LeStrange et al. as appUed to claim 17 in view of Walker et al. (US Patent No 6227972). 

Claim 31: Jorasch & LeStrange teach the invention substantially as claimed. They do 
not, however, teach measuring the time between player account transactions and locking 
the account when the measured time exceeds at least one established criterion. Walker, 
an analogous invention, teaches use of expiring account balances in order to encourage 
players to revisit the casino within a particular timeframe. (See Abstract) It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
measured the time between player account transactions and locking the account when the 
measured time exceeds at least one established criterion in order to provide an incentive 
for the player to return to the casino within a particular timeframe. 

16. Claims 34, 35 & 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LeStrange as discussed in connection with claims 33 & 36 above. 

Claim 34: While LeStrange does not specifically discuss this point, the amount 
transferred to the gaming machine would be deducted from the player's account balance 
and the new balance would be stored on the system. If a player has a total account 
balance of $100 and transfers $10, this leaves an account balance of $90. This fact would 
be recorded in any accounting system. This is a standard accounting practice. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
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deducted the amount transferred to the gaming device from the player's account balance 
in order comply with standard accounting practices. 

Claim 35: LeStrange teaches a separate database for stored meter readings. (Col 4, line 



Claim 37: While LeStrange does not specifically discuss this point, the amount 
transferred to the gaming machine would be deducted from the player's account balance 
and the new balance would be stored on the system. This would be done for every 
transfer. This information would be recorded for every transfer in any accounting 
system. This is a standard accounting practice. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have deducted the amount 
transferred to the gaming device from the player's account balance for every transfer in 
order comply with standard accounting practices. 

17. Claims 38, 39, 41 & 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

LeStrange as applied to Claim 33 in view of Jorasch. 

Claim 38: LeStrange describes the invention substantially as claimed. LeStrange does 
not, however, teach the details of creating a player account. Jorasch, an analogous 
invention, describes creating a player account accessible by the host computer by: Issuing 
a tracking card. (Col 1,18) Storing player record on host computer. (Col 3, 58-64) 
Receiving an initial cash deposit from the player and crediting it to the account. (Col 3, 
24-28) 



1) 
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Claim 39: Jorasch teaches that the gaming devices (104, 106, 108) are in a casino and 
creating a player account accessible by the host computer is performed at a terminal (104, 
106, 108) connected to the network (Fig 2) by an agent of the casino. 
Claim 41: Jorasch teaches that local memory (304) is associated with the gaming device. 
The local memory receives player account information (308) that is transmitted over a 
network (Fig 2) from the central computer. 

Claim 42: Jorasch' s Fig 3 discloses transferring data from the account in local memory 
to the gaming device credit meter (340). (Col 4, 33-40) 

Overall Justification: LeStrange and Jorasch are analogous inventions. LeStrange is 
silent concerning certain of the details about how the invention works. In order to 
implement the disclosure of LeStrange, it would be necessary for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to look to other, closely-related art. Jorasch provides these details. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
adopted the details provided in Jorasch in order to implement the disclosure of LeStrange. 

18. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over LeStrange et al. 

as applied to claim 33 in view of Walker et al. (US Patent No 6227972). 

Claim 50: LeStrange teaches the invention substantially as claimed. LeStrange does not, 
however, teach measuring the time between player account transactions and locking the 
account when the measured time exceeds at least one established criterion. Walker, an 
analogous invention, teaches use of expiring account balances in order to encourage 
players to revisit the casino within a particular timeframe. (See Abstract) It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 




Application/Control Number: 09/694,065 Page 19 

Art Unit: 3714 

measured the time between player account transactions and locking the account when the 
measured time exceeds at least one established criterion in order to provide an incentive 
for the player to return to the casino within a particular timeframe. 

19. Claim 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jorasch and 
Kishishita as applied to claim 9 above, and fiirther in view of Walker. 

Claim 51: Jorasch and Kishishita teach the invention substantially as claimed. Jorasch 
and Kishishita do not, however, teach measuring the time between player account 
transactions and locking the account when the measured time exceeds at least one 
established criterion. Walker, an analogous invention, teaches use of expiring account 
balances in order to encourage players to revisit the casino within a particular timeframe. 
(See Abstract) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have measured the time between player account transactions and 
locking the account when the measured time exceeds at least one estabhshed criterion in 
order to provide an incentive for the player to retum to the casino within a particular 
timeframe. 

20, Claims 52-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jorasch and 
LeStrange as appHed to claim 17, 20 or 38 above, and further in view of Kishishita. 

Claim 52: Jorasch and LeStrange teach the invention substantially as claimed. They do 
not, however, teach an anonymous account. Kishishita teaches an anonymous account. 
An anonymous account protects the privacy of the player. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have implemented an 
anonymous account in order to protect the privacy of the player. 
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Claims 53, 54: Jorasch teaches that the gaining devices (104, 106, 108) are in a casino 
and creating a player account accessible by the host computer is performed at a terminal 
(104, 106, 108) connected to the network (Fig 2). Kishishita also teaches gaming devices 
(M) in a casino. Creating a player account is performed at an automated card dispenser 
(10). An automatic card dispenser reduces operating cost by reducing the number of 
people a casino must hire. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to have used an automated card dispenser in order to reduce 
operating costs. 



21 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time poHcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Corbett B. Cobum whose telephone number is (703) 305-33 19. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5:30, Monday- Friday, alternate Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's Primary 
Examiner, Jessica Harrison can be reached on (703) 308-2217. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9302 for regular 
communications and (703) 872-9303 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-1 148. 

cbc 

September 25, 2003 




JESSICA HARRISON 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



